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REPLY COMMENTS

BellSouth Corporation, on behalf of itself and its subsidiaries, ("BellSouth") hereby

submits its Reply Comments regarding the proposals to revise the methodology for determining

universal service support.

At this stage, it is important that the Commission remain focused on the task at hand-the

establishment of a universal service methodology that will provide sufficient and explicit support

for universal service. Despite the need to come to closure on this most important facet of

universal service, some commenters suggest that an alternative that the Commission could

follow is to do nothing. These commenters would have the Commission believe that they have

no obligation under the Communications Act to do anything further at this time regarding

universal service. These commenters are wrong. They engage in fanciful rewrites to the Act's

requirements or ignore the Act's provisions altogether.

For example. AT&T argues that non-rural carriers do not require universal service

support because their revenues fully recover the cost of providing universal service. I While

AT&T presents its arguments as "startling revelations" worthy of front page coverage on the

weekly supermarket tabloids. the fact ofthe matter is that all that AT&T has come to discover is

AT&T at 1-7.



what the Commission and Congress already know-universal service receives implicit support

from other local exchange carrier provided services. It is this very system of implicit subsidies

that the Act directs the Commission to replace with a sufficient and explicit universal service

fund. 2 The Commission does not have the discretion. as AT&T's comments would imply. to

simply ignore the Act's directives.

Another flawed notion advanced by AT&T is that support should be calculated on a study

area basis.3 AT&T is quite open that its purpose is to reduce the size of the universal service

fund. The reduction that AT&T claims will be realized by study area calculations comes at the

expense of competition and requires that implicit subsidies between low and high cost areas

within a state be retained. Large support areas will make it very difficult for competitors to

qualify for universal service support and will make support far less portable than small support

areas. Further, as the Commission recognized, calculating support over small geographic areas

promotes efficient targeting of support.4

Likewise. universal service funding cannot be conditioned upon or delayed, as some

commenters suggest, until some measure of competition occurs or some finding that incumbent

local exchange carriers have fulfilled other requirements of the Communications Act. 5 As the

AT&T at 7-9.

2 AT&T's suggestion that universal service payment be withheld until a local exchange
carrier demonstrates that its existing revenues are insufficient to support universal service is
patently absurd. (AT&T at 7) Not only does AT&T seek to perpetuate implicit subsidies, but it
seeks to deny local exchange carriers the opportunity to obtain competitive returns on non
universal service investments that bring to the public high quality, innovative
telecommunications services.
3

4 In the Matter ofFederal-State Joint Board on Universal Service, CC Docket No 96-45,
Report and Order, 12 FCC Red 8776, 8884 (1997).

5 See AT&T at 12-13; MCI at 5.
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SBC LECs' comments demonstrate, there is nothing in the Act that "expressly or impliedly,

condition universal service support on the implementation of Sections 251 or 252.,,6 Section 254

unconditionally directs the Commission to replace implicit universal service subsidies with an

explicit fund that is sufficient to advance and promote universal service. Congress' intention that

the Commission act expeditiously and completely is evident in the provision's requirement that

the Commission complete its proceeding within fifteen months of enactment of the

Telecommunications Act and establish a specific implementation timetable. This provision

hardly contemplates or permits delaying or conditioning universal service support upon the

implementation of other sections of the Communications Act.

The issue for the Commission is to select a methodology that will provide adequate

universal service support. The Commission has already acknowledged that the new, explicit

federal universal service fund should provide each state with the same level of support that the

state receives from existing interstate implicit and explicit mechanisms. At the same time, a

compelling case has been made by the state commissions that the federal fund should provide

additional support to the states to assist them in reducing intrastate implicit support.

BeliSouth's proposal starts with identifying existing interstate explicit and implicit

support for universal service. The existing explicit support for non-rural companies comes from

the high cost fund, which is approximately $400 million for non-rural local exchange carriers. 7

6 SBC LECs at 7.
7 The size of the existing high cost fund is determined by application of the Commission's
rules which permits local exchange carriers that have higher than average loop costs to receive
support. Some states with high cost areas have expressed concern that, under the current
formula, certain states that have high cost areas only qualify for minimal high cost support
because the current rules greatly restrict the amount of support that can go to LECs with over
200,000 lines in a study area. One of the objectives of the Ad Hoc proposal is to address this
(Footnote Continued)
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Existing implicit support for universal service comes from carrier common line charges and the

presubscribed interexchange carrier charge. For non-rural carriers, existing implicit support

amounts to $2.5 billion. Recognizing that there are circumstances where the states cannot fully

fund an intrastate universal service fund and, thus, the federal fund should assist the state in

eliminating intrastate implicit subsidies, BellSouth also proposed that the Commission establish a

safety-net benchmark which would enable states to shift the responsibility for a portion of the

intrastate implicit universal service subsidy to the federal fund.

The following illustrates the operation of BellSouth's proposal. The total cost of

universal service would be determined using the cost proxy model. This cost would be reduced

by the amount of existing interstate implicit and explicit support that would continue to be

received from the federal fund. The difference between the remaining universal service costs

and the safety-net benchmark represents the additional support that would be provided to states

to offset intrastate implicit subsidies.

Using the Benchmark Cost Proxy Model and a safety-net benchmark of$50 for

residential lines and $70 dollars for single-line business, BellSouth has estimated the amount of

additional support resulting from the safety-net feature that would be provided to states served by

non-rural companies. For non-rural companies, BellSouth's safety-net proposal would provide

the states with $1.5 billion that would be applied to reduce intrastate implicit support.s Hence,

concern. The Ad Hoc proposal could be a useful approach for the Commission to provide
additional relief for states confronted by this circumstance.

S The actual amount of additional state support is dependent upon the Commission's
selection of a cost model and cost inputs as well as the safety-net benchmark. Based on
BellSouth's analysis, it would appear that $1.5 billion in additional state support represents the
upper-bound of a safety-net benchmark.
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under BellSouth'5 proposal, the total federal fund for non-rural companies would be $S.7 billion.

Exhibit 1 contains BeUSouth·s calculations.

BellSouth urges the Commission to act qUickly to ftnalize its methodology for calculating

the non·rural federal universal seMee fund and to implement the new federal fund on January I,

1999 as scheduled. BellSouthts proposal provides a framework for the Commission to deal with

not only existing interstate subsidies but also to address the circumstances identified by state

commissions that warrant additional federal support to remove intrastate implicit subsidies.

Respectfully submitted,

BELLSOUrn: CORPORATION

By: ill~~~).~
M. Robert Sutherland
Richard M, Sbaratta.

Its Attorneys

Suite 1700
1155 Peachtree Street, N. E.
Atlanta, Georgia 30309-3610
(404) 249.3386

Date: May 29, 1998
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EXHIBIT 1

BellSouth Universal Service High Cost Fund Proposal

This Exhibit depicts by state and by non-rural and aggregated rural companies
the total amount of federal high cost support which will be available under
BellSouth's Proposal.

A, Column 1 identifies the amount of existing high cost fund receipts for all
companies. This amount includes OEM weighting, Long Term Support,
and High Cost Support.

B. Columns 2 and 3 are based upon the 12/97 filings of the non-rural LECs.

C. Column 4 represents an estimate of the payments into the current high
cost fund, low income support, schools and libraries funding, and rural
health care support made by local exchange carriers.

O. Column 5 equals Columns 2 and 3 minus Column 4.

E. Column 6 represents the total current support received by the RBOCs,
GTE, and Sprint. This is calculated by adding Column 1 to Column 5.

F. Column 7 depicts the total cost, both interstate and intrastate, for
providing universal service in high cost areas. This is calculated using the
Benchmark Cost Proxy Model 3.1 utilizing default inputs.

G. Column 8 is used to adjust for the current support received; it is calculated
as follows:

Column 7 minus Column 6
Column 7

H. Column 9 calculates the amount of additional support which is available
using a "safety net" approach. It is based upon the adjusted cost
percentage determined in Column 8.

I. Column 10 is calculated by adding Columns 6 and 9. The total for the
state includes amounts for both rural and non-rural carriers.



BellSouth Universal Service High Cost Fund Proposal

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10)

Current HCF, Implicit Total Current
Existing low Income, Support • Support • Federal Safety

HCF S&l, and RHC RBOCs, GTE, RBOCs, GTE, BCPM Total 1 . (Current Factor Support Total Federal HCF
.Receipts CCl PICC Payments Sprint Sprint Cost .Support / Cost).@ $50/$70 .Support

Al
Ai. ;~s $ $ 360 $ 233 $ 95 $ 49.8 $ 49.8 $ 616.3 92% $ 233 $ 731
Al GTE i$ 12.3 i$ 123 $ 2.5 $ 1.6 $ 132 $ 25.5 '$ 155.7 84%' $ 201 $ 45.6
Al RURAL $ 27.0 $ 23 $ 27.0
AL Total $ 39.3 $ 48.3 $ 25.8 $ 13.4 $ 63.0 $ 75.3 $ 772.0 $ 43.4 $ 145.7

AK
AK GTE $ 13 $ 05 $ 03 $ 13
AK RURAL $ 61.3 $ 613
AK Total $ 62.6, $ 0.5 $ 0.3 $ $ $ $ $ 62.6

AZ
AZ USW $ 33 $ $ 294 $ 110 $ 184 $ 21.7 $ 592.2 96% $ 332 $ 549
AZ ,GTe- $ 1.3 $ 04 $ 01 $ $ 05 $ 18 $ 30 40% $ $ 18
AZ RURAL $ 241 $ 18 $ 241
AZ

i
Total $ 28.7 $ 0.4 $ 29.5 $ 12.8 $ 18.9 $ 23.5 $ 595.2 $ 33.2 $ 80.8

AR
AR ~SBC $ 52 $ 1.1 $ 122 $ 42 $ 9.1 $ 143 $ 3447 96% $ 297 $ 440
AR .GTE $ 148 $ 13.8 $ 20 $ 03 $ 15.5 $ 30.3 $ 1298 77% $ 160 $ 463
AR RURAL $ 507 $ 26 $ 50.7
AR Total $ 70.7 $ 14.9 $ 14.2 $ 7.1 $ 24.6 $ 44.6 $ 474.5 $ 45.7 $ 141.0

CA
CA SBC $ $ $ 1306 $ 69.5 $ 611 $ 611 $ 3,6023 98% $ 336 $ 947
CA GTE $ 26 $ 829 $ 417 $ 222 $ 1024 $ 105.0 $ 1.081.9 90% $ 20.6 $ 1256
CA OTH NON·RURAL $ 90 $ 220 90% $ $ 90
CA RURAL $ 43.7 $ 48 $ 437
CA Total $ 55.3 $ 82.9 $ 172.3 $ 96.5 $ 163.5 $ 166.1 $ 4,706.2 $ 54.2 $ 273.0

CO
CO USW $ 44 $ $ 28.9 $ 110 $ 17.9 . $ 22.3 $ 567.3 96%, $ 158 $ 381
CO RURAL $ 415 $ 37 $ 41.5
CO Total $ 45.9 $ $ 28.9 $ 14.7 $ 17.9 ;$ 22.3 $ 567.3 $ 15.8 $ 79.6

!
CT
CT SNET $ :$ 125 $ 249 $ 117 $ 257 $ 25.7 $ 453.3 94%1 $ 14 $ 271
CT RURAL $ 14 i $ 12 $ 1.4
CT Total $ 1.4 :s 12.5 $ 24.9 $ 12.9 $ 25.7 $ 25.7 $ 453.3 $ 1.4 $ 28.5

05-29-98
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BellSouth Universal Service High Cost Fund Proposal

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10)

Current HCF, Implicit Total Current
Existing low Income, Support - Support • Federal Safety
HCF S&l, and RHC RBOCs, GTE, RBOCs, GTE, BCPM Total 1 - (Current Factor Support Total Federal HCF
Receipts CCl PICC Payments Sprint Sprint Cost Support 1Cost) @ $50/$70 Support

DE
De BA ;$ $ 26 $ 64 $ 23 $ 6.7 $ 67 $ 1056 94% $ 0.7 $ 74
DE RURAL $
DE Total $ $ 2.6 $ 6.4 $ 2.3 S 6.7 S 6.7 $ 105.6 S 0.7 $ 7.4

DC
DC BA $ $ 4.7 $ 113 $ 43 $ 11.7 $ 117 $ 60.1 81% $ $ 117
DC .RURAL $
DC Total $ S 4.7 S 11.3 S 4.3 S 11.7 S 11.7 $ 60.1 S $ 1U

FL
FL BS $ 16 $ 1135 $ 73.6 $ 30.3 $ 156.8 $ 1584 $ 1,2240 87%: $ 38 $ 1622
FL GTE $ 0.6 I $ 54.6 $ 26.5 $ 10.7 $ 704 . ,$ 710 $ 4697 85% $ 0.8 $ 71.8
FL 'SPRINT $ $ 47.0 $ 18.8 , $ 9.2 $ 56.6 $ 56.6 $ 465.5 i 88%' $ $ 56.6
FL RURAL $ 22.0 $ 0.8 $ 220
FL fTotal $ 24.2 $ 215.1 S 118.9 $ 51.0 $ 283.8 S 286.0 ! $ 2,159.2 S 4.6 $ 312.6

GA
GA BS $ 84 $ 73.3 $ 475 $ 18.5 $ 1023 $ 1107 $ 897.9 88% $ 137 $ 1244
GA OTH NON-RURAL $ 28 $ 1.3 $ 2016 88% $ 21.7 $ 245
GA •RURAL $ 61.0 $ 8.7 $ 610
GA Total $ 72.2 S 73.3 $ 47.5 $ 28.5 $ 102.3 $ 110.7 $ 1,099.5 $ 35.4 $ 209.9

HI
HI iGTE $ $ 12.6 $ 83 $ 3.5 $ 174 $ 174 ' $ 178.7 90% $ 2.2 $ 19.6
HI 1RURAL $ 0.9 $ 0.7 $ 09
HI :rotal $ 0.9 $ 12.6 $ 8.3 S 4.2 $ 17.4 S 17.4 $ 178.7 $ 2.2 $ 20.5

i
10

iusw10 $ 0.7 1$ $ 5.3 $ 2.2 $ 3.1 $ 3.8 $ 1540 98% $ 105 $ 14.3
10 IGTE $ 9.8 i$ 116 $ 1.1 $ 07 $ 12.0 $ 218 $ 50.4 ; 57%1 $ 1.0 $ 22.8
10 iRURAl $ 164 j $ 04 $ 16.4
10 iTotal :$ 26.9 S 11.6 S 6.4 S 3.3 S 15.1 $ 25.6, $ 204.4 $ 11.5 $ 53.5

05-29-98
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BellSouth Universal Service High Cost Fund Proposal

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10)

Current HCF, Implicit Total Current
Existing Low Income, Support - Support - Federal Safety
HCF S&L, and RHC RBOCs, GTE, RBOCs, GTE, BCPM Total 1 - (Current Factor Support ; Total Federal HCF
.Receipts ; CCL PICC Payments Sprint Sprint Cost Support 1 Cost) @ $501$70 Support

IL
IL lAM $ $ 250 $ 56.5 $ 29.0 $ 52.5 $ 525 $ 1,210.3 96% $ 95 $ 620

IL .GTE $ 16 I ;$ 35.8 '$ 95 • $ 38 $ 41.5 $ 43.1 $ 4226 90% $ 56.6 $ 99.7

IL SPRINT $ '$ 1.9 $ 3.0 $ 1.1 $ 3.8 $ 3.8 $ 47.4 92% $ 1.8 $ 56
IL RURAL $ 200 $ 4.0 $ 200

IL Total $ 21.6 $ 62.7 $ 69.0 $ 37.9 $ 97.8 $ 99.4 $ 1,680.3 $ 67.9 $ 187.3

IN
IN AM $ $ 81 $ 182 $ 94 $ 169 $ 169 $ 5255 97% $ 146 $ 315

IN 'GTE $ 1.0 $ 423 $ 97 $ 3.9 $ 48.1 $ 49.1 $ 347.2 86% $ 200 $ 691

IN SPRINT $ $ 70 $ 21 $ 1.3 $ 78 $ 7.8 $ 111.5 93% $ 118 $ 196

IN .RURAL $ 155 $ 2.3 $ 15.5

IN .Total $ 16.5 , $ 57.4 $ 30.0 $ 16.9 $ 72.8 $ 73.8, $ 984.2 $ 46.4 : $ 135.7

IA
IA :USW $ $ $ 126 $ 4.9 $ 77 $ 77 $ 3176 98% $ 132 $ 209

IA 'GTE :$ 1.6 $ 143 $ 2.7 $ 1.2 $ 15.8 $ 174 $ 1903 91%i $ 509 $ 683

IA !RURAL $ 259 $ 11 $ 25.9

IA iiota' ,$ 27.5 $ 14.3 $ 15.3 $ 7.2 $ 23.5 $ 25.1 $ 507.9 $ 64.1 $ 115.1

KS
KS SBC $ $ 15 $ 171 $ 59 $ 127 $ 127 $ 3531 96%' $ 132 $ 259
KS GTE
KS ISPRINT $ 7.7 !$ 3.7 $ 09 $ 0.2 $ 44 $ 12.1 $ 895 86% $ 191 $ 312

KS
,
RURAL $ 501 $ 18 $ 50.1

KS ,Total $ 57.8 $ 5.2 $ 18.0 $ 7.9 $ 17.1 $ 24.8 $ 442.6 $ 32.3 $ 107.2

KY
KY IBS $ 24 i$ 220 $ 142 $ 5.8 $ 304 $ 32.8 $ 422.4 92%1 $ 317 ! i$ 64.5
KY iGT~ $ 10.6 $ 234 $ 4.8 : $ 31 $ 25.1 , [$ 35.7 $ 229.0 84%, $ 19.3 $ 550
KY !OTH NON-RURAL $ $ 12 $ 2.0 $ 0.8 1 $ 2.4 i $ 24· $ 535 ' 96%1 $ 2.0 $ 20
KY j~URAL $ 12.6 $ 21 $ 126
KY ITotal $ 25.6 l~ 46.6 $ 21.0 $ 11.8 $ 57.9 $ 70.9 $ 704.9 $ 53.0 $ 134.1

LA
LA IBS $ 2.6 $ 421 $ 273 $ 11.0 $ 584 $ 610 $ 653.8 91% $ 314 $ 924
LA iRURAL $ 650 $ 26 $ 65.0
LA ITotal $ 67.6 $ 42.1 $ 27.3 $ 13.6 $ 58.4 $ 61.0 $ 653.8 $ 31.4 $ 157.4

05-29-98
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BellSouth Universal Service High Cost Fund Proposal

(2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10)

Current HCF, Implicit Total Current
Existing Low Income, Support - Support - Federal Safety

HCF S&L, and RHC RBOCs, GTE, RBOCs, GTE, SCPMTotal 1 - (Current Factor Support Total Federal HCF
.Receipts CCL PICC Payments Sprint Sprint Cost Support I Cost) @ $501$70 Support

ME
ME :SA $ 02 $ 3.4 $ 82 $ 35 $ 81 $ 8.3 , $ 254.6 97% $ 10.6 $ 189
ME 'RURAL $ 163 $ 09 $ 163

ME Total $ 16.5 $ 3.4 S 8.2 $ 4.4 .$ 8.1 $ 8.3 S 254.6 $ 10.6 , $ 35.2

MD
MD SA $ $ 17.4 $ 419 $ 16.7 $ 426 $ 42.6 $ 658.2 94% $ 63! $ 489

MD RURAL $ 0.6 $ 1.0 $ 0.6

MD Total $ 0.6 $ 17.4 S 41.9 $ 17.7 $ 42.6 $ 42.6 $ 658.2 $ 6.3 $ 49.5

MA
MA SA $ $ 223 $ 536 $ 222 $ 537 $ 537 $ 978.1 95% $ 41 $ 578

MA RURAL '$ 0.4 $ 2.5 $ 0.4

MA Total $ 0.4 $ 22.3 $ 53.6 $ 24.7 $ 53.7 $ 53.7 $ 978.1 $ 4.1 $ 58.2

MI
MI AM $ $ 19.7 $ 447 $ 25.4 $ 39.0 $ 39.0 $ 1.181.4 97% $ 30.4 $ 694
MI GTE $ 4.0 $ 18.2 $ 78 $ 34 $ 226 $ 26.6 $ 3088 91% $ 28.3 $ 549
MI :RURAl $ 296 $ 32 $ 296
MI Total $ 33.6 $ 37.9 $ 52.5 $ 32.0 $ 61.6 $ 65.6 $ 1,490.2 $ 58.7 $ 153.9

MN
MN iusw $ $ $ 257 $ 106 $ 151 $ 151 $ 4941 97% $ 140 $ 291

MN GTE $ 0.4 $ 4.1 $ 13 $ 0.6 $ 4.8 $ 52' $ 79.0 93% $ 23.5 $ 28.7
MN SPRINT $ 3.7 $ 64 $ 1.6 $ 0.8 $ 72 $ 109 $ 536 80% $ 42 $ 15.1
MN OTH NON·RURAL $ 41.2 93%' $ 5.8
MN RURAL $ 33.3 $ 16 $ 33.3
MN iTotal $ 37.4 S 10.5 $ 28.6 S 13.6 .$ 27.1 $ 31.2 $ 667.9 $ 47.5 $ 106.2

MS
]

MS ;SS $ 9.0 $ 23.1 $ 150 , $ 6.1 $ 32.0 $ 41.0, ,$ 563.1 93%, $ 72.6 ; :$ 113.6
MS !RtJRAL $ 19.1 , $ 2.1 , $ 19.1
MS (Total $ 28.1 $ 23.1 , $ 15.0 $ 8.2 $ 32.0 $ 41.0 ' :$ 563.1 $ 72.6 $ 132.7

! -

MO i
MO IlillC ,$ $ 28 $ 32.3 $ 11.2 $ 239 1$ 239 $ 649.9 96%' $ 33.5 $ 574
MO iGTE $ 12.2 $ 14.3. $ 41 $ 1.4 $ 170 $ 292 $ 2286 87%' $ 50.2 $ 79.4
MO iSPRINT , $ 1.8 i $ 102 $ 2.5 $ 1.1 $ 116 $ 134 $ 1024 87%' $ 127 $ 26.1
MO IRURAl $ 36.5 $ 32 $ 365
MO iTotal '$ 50.5 S 27.3 $ 38.9 S 16.9 .~ 52.5 $ 66.5, S 980.9 $ 96.4 $ 199.4,

05-29-98
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BellSouth Universal Service High Cost Fund Proposal

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10)

Current HCF, Implicit Total Current
. Existing low Income, Support - Support • Federal Safety
HCF S&l, and RHC RBOCs, GTE, RBOCs, GTE, BCPM Total 1 - (Current Factor Support Total Federal HCF
Receipts CCl PICC Payments Sprint Sprint Cost Support I Cost) .@ $501$70 Support

MT
MT USW $ 13 $ $ 42 $ 1.6 $ 26 $ 3.9 $ 1204 97% $ 108 $ 147

MT .RURAL $ 42.8 $ 0.9 $ 42.8

;"T Total .$ 44.1 $ $ 4.2 $ 2.5 S 2.6 S 3.9 $ 120.4 S 10.8 S 57.5

NE
NE USW $ $ $ 6.3 $ 25 $ 38 $ 3.8 $ 1477 97% $ 73 $ 111

NE GTE $ $ 20 $ 0.6 $ 05 $ 2.1 $ 2.1 $ 25.9 92% $ 62 $ 83

NE SPRINT $ 11 $ 12 $ 0.3 $ 0.2 $ 1 3 $ 24 $ 130 82% $ 1 3 $ 3.7

NE RURAL $ 18.6 $ 2.9 $ 186

NE Total S 19.7 $ 3.2 S 7.2 S 6.1 S 7.2 S 8.3 S 186.6 S 14.8 S 41.7

NY
NY SBC $ $ 24 $ 3.6 $ 14 $ 46 $ 46 $ 80.2 94% $ 59 :$ 10.5

NY iGTE $ 12 $ 35 $ 0.3 $ 0.2 $ 36 $ 48 $ 11.3 58% $ 0.1 $ 4.9

NV ISPRINT $ $ $ 49 $ 32 $ 1.7 $ 17 $ 147 88% $ 1.0 $ 2.7

NY RURAL $ 77 $ 02 $ 7.7

NV Total S 8.9 $ 5.9 S 8.8 S 5.0 S 9.9 $ 11.1 $ 106.2 $ 7.0 $ 25.8

NH
NH BA $ 0.9 $ 36 $ 91 $ 37 $ 9.2 $ 101 $ 2276 96% $ 9.3 $ 194

NH RURAL $ 82 $ 06 $ 82

NH Total $ 9.1 $ 3.8 $ 9.1 $ 4.3 $ 9.2 $ 10.1 $ 227.6 $ 9.3 $ 27.6

NJ
NJ :BA $ $ 298 $ 71.5 $ 280 $ 73.3 $ 733 $ 8225 91% $ $ 73.3

NJ ISPRINT $ 21 $ 1 7 $ 1.5 $ 0.9 $ 2.3 $ 44 $ 39.5 89% $ $ 44
NJ iRURAl $ 1.2 $ $ 1.2
NJ Total $ 3.3 $ 31.5 $ 73.0 $ 28.9 $ 75.6 $ 77.7 $ 862.0 S $ 78.9

NM
NM iUSW $ 3.3 $ $ 91 $ 4.5 $ 4.6 $ 7.9 $ 2384, 97%' $ 9.8 $ 17.7

i
43.7 .NM 'GTE $ 6.0 $ 36 $ 1.0 $ 0.6 $ 40 .$ 10.0 $ 77% $ 52 $ 152

NM :RURAL $ 260 $ 0.3 $ 260
NM Total S 35.3 is 3.6 S 10.1 $ 5.4 $ 8.6 $ 17.9 S 282.1 S 15.0 $ 58.9

NY
NY BA $ $ 580 $ 139.4 $ 59.8 $ 137.6 $ 137.6 $ 2.466.6 94% $ 299 $ 167.5
NY OTH NON-RURAL $ 51 $ 322.7 94% $ 230 $ 230I _. - _ - __ ---- -- _

NY iRURAl $ 378 $ 81 $ 37.8
NY irotal $ 37.8 [$ 58.0 $ 139.4 $ 73.0 .~ 137.6 S 137.6 $ 2,789.3 $ 52.9 $ 228.3

I

05-29-98
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BeliSouth Universal Service High Cost Fund Proposal

(2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10)

Current HCF, Implicit Total Current
Existing low Income, Support - Support - Federal Safety
HCF S&l, and RHC RBOCs, GTE, RBOCs, GTE, BCPM Total 1 - (Current Factor Support Total Federal HCF
Receipts CCl PICC Payments Sprint Sprint Cost Support / Cost). @ $50/$70 Support

NC
NC BS $ 55 $ 42.9 $ 278 $ ;18 $ 58.9 $ 64.4 $ 5637 89% $ 37 $ 681
NC GTE $ 72 $ 170 $ 3.2 $ 1.6 $ 18.6 $ 25.8 $ 101.1 74%' $ 1.7 $ 275
NC SPRINT $ 0.1 $ 296 $ 14.6 $ 71 $ 371 $ 37.2 , $ 4768 92%, $ 19.5 $ 56.7
NC OTHNON-RURAL $ 5.1 $ 1.5 $ 91.5 92%' $ 2.1 $ 72

NC RURAL 1$ 227 $ 1.6 $ 227
NC Total $ 40.6 $ 89.5 $ 45.6 $ 23.6 $ 114.6 $ 127.4 $ 1,233.1 $ 27.0 $ 182.2

NO
NO USW $ $ $ 30 $ 13 $ 1.7 $ 17 $ 682 98% $ 62 $ 79

NO RURAL $ 21.2 $ 0.8 $ 212
NO Total $ 21.2 $ $ 3.0 $ 2.1 $ 1.7 $ 1.7 ' $ 68.2 $ 6.2 $ 29.1

OH

!AMOH $ i $ 15.0 $ 339 $ 22.9 $ 26.0 $ 260 $ 9223 97%1 $ 13.9 i$ 399
OH GTE $ $ 27.7 $ 82 $ 48 $ 311 $ 311 $ 361.3 91% $ 286 $ 597

OH SPRINT $ $ 150 $ 5.6 $ 33 $ 17.3 $ 17.3 $ 232.1 93%; $ 16.7 $ 340

OH .OTIi NON-RURAL $ $ 50 $ 83 $ 62 $ 7.1 $ 7.1 $ 266.7 97%, $ 7.5 $ 146

OH .RuRAL $ 148 $ 10 $ 148

OH Total $ 14.8 $ 62.7 $ 56.0 $ 38.2 $ 81.5 $ 81.5 $ 1,782.4 $ 66.7 $ 163.0

OK
OK SBC $ $ 1.8 $ 208 $ 71 $ 155 $ 15.5 $ 505.6 97% $ 386 $ 541

OK :GTE $ 15 $ 3.8 $ 11 $ 06 $ 4.3 $ 5.8 $ 50.2 88% $ 6.4 $ 122
OK IRURAl $ 584 $ 20 $ 584
OK iTotal $ 59.9 $ 5.6 $ 21.9 $ 9.7 $ 19.8 $ 21.3 $ 555.8 $ 45.0 $ 124.7

OR
OR :usw $ 09 $ $ 153 $ 58 $ 95 $ 10.4 i $ 3489 97% $ 93 $ 197
OR lcjtE $ $ 22.9 $ 50 $ 2.2 $ 25.7 $ 257 $ 123.8 79%. $ 2.4 $ 281
OR iSPtlJ~T $ $ 2.2 $ 07 $ 0.4 . $ 2.5 ' $ 2.5 I ,$ 30.1 92%1 $ 36! $ 61
OR iRURAL $ 36.2 $ 14 $ 362
OR jtotal '$ 37.1 $ 25.1 $ 21.0 $ 9.8 $ 37.7 :$ 38.6 1$ 502.8 $ 15.3 1$ 90.1. . ! . 1 -

PA
I I

PA IBA $ $ 31.1 $ 747 $ 286: $ 772 $ 772 '$ 1,248.1 94%, $ 177 $ 94.9
PA IGtE $ , $ 20.4' $ 61 $ 27 $ 238 $ 23.8 ' $ 2039 88%1 $ 6.6 $ 30.4
PA iSPRINT $ $ 3.3 $ 2.9 $ 1.7 $ 4.5 $ 45 $ 1319 97%; $ 11.0 $ 15.5
PA 10TH NON-RURAL $ 8.0 , $ 22 $ 1898 97%: $ 259 $ 339
pA !RURAL $ 17~ I $ 1.6 : $ 175
PA t .. ·· .

$ $ $ITotal 25.~ J $ 54.8 $ 83.7 36.8 : ~ 105.5 $ 105.5 ; .$ 1,7?3.7 .~ 61.2 192.2

05-29-98
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Bel/South Universal Service High Cost Fund Proposal

(1l (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10)

BCPM Total
Cost

Total Federal HCF
Support

PR i

PR :OTH NON·RURAl
PR jRURAL ~~-

PR Total

EXisting
HCF
Receipts

$ 1459 i
,$
: $ 145,9

CCl

$

PICC

$

Current HCF,
low Income,
S&l, and RHC
Payments

$

Implicit
,Support
RBOCs, GTE,
Sprint

$

i
:Total Current
Support
RBOCs, GTE,
Sprint

$

$

$

421.1

421.1

, Federal Safety
1 - (Current Factor Support
Support 1Cost) .@ $501$70

65% $

:$

$

$

1459

145.9

RI
RI BA
RI RURAL
RI Total

$

$
$

$

$

33 $

3.3 $

78 $

7.8 $

32 $

3.2 $

79

7.9

$

$

79

7,9

$

$

1766

176.6

96%' $

$

01

0.1

$
$
$

80

8.0

lsBC
iGTE
j.-

iSPRINT
[RURAL
ITotal,

SC
SC :BS
SC :GTE
SC 'SPRiNT

~c: :~lJRAL
SC iTotal

so
so fusw
SO ,RURAL
so irota.

TN I

TN !BS
TN iSPRINT

TN I~U~L
TN ITotal

TX ~
TX
TX
TX
TX
TX

UT
UT USW
UT RURAL
UT Total

05-29-98

$
$
$
$
$

$
$
$

$
$
$
$

$
$
$
$
$

i$

$
:$

90 $
18 $
3.0 $

31.4
45.2 $

$
16.8
16.8 i $

$
07 $

27.1
27.8 $

$
I -

2.0 ! $
I

252 ! $
97.0

124.2 : $

$
8.4
8.4 1$

261 . $
114 : $

2.1 . $

39.6' $

$

$

49.2 $
55 $

54.7 $

10.3 $

53.6 $
15.0 ; $

78.9' $

$

$

16.9 $
23'$
09 ' $

'$

20.1 . $

3.2 $
$

3.2 $

31.9 $
2.3' $

$

34.2 $

1178 $
17.2 $
37 $

$
138.7 $

12.0 $

$
12.0 $

81 $
11 $
0.6 $
25

12.3 $

1.4 , ~
07
2.1 , $

127 $
14 $
3.3

17.4 $

442 $
18.5' $
1.7 : $

23
66.7 ! $

45 $
08
5.3 $

34.9
12.6
24

49.9

1.8

1.8

684
64;

74.8

83.9
52.3
17.0

153.2

7.5

7.5

7019

$
$
$

;~

$

$

$
$

$

$
$
$

!~

$

$

43.9
14.4
54

63.7

1.8

1.8 i

684
71 '

75.5

83.9_ .. t
54.3 i
42.2

180.4

75

7.5

$
$
$

$

$

$

$
$

$

$
i$

$

$

$

$

422.5
651 ;
38.8

526.4

88.1

88.1

7337 :
78.8

812.5 [

2.088.4
621.7
1462

2,856.3

2184

218.4

90% $
78% $
86% $

$

98%1 $
j.

$

91% $
91% $

$

96% $
91% $
71% $

$

!

97%: $

$
1·

77

7.7

208
1.6

22.4

47.1
75.8

9.9

132.8

29

2.9

$
'$

$
$
$

$
$
$

$
$
$

,$

$

i$
$
$

;$

$
$
$

50.1
15.4

7.9
31.4

104.8

95
16.8
26.3

892
8.7

271
125.0

1310
130.1
52.1
97.0

410.2

104
84

18.8



BellSouth Universal Service High Cost Fund Proposal

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10)

Current HCF, Implicit Total Current
Existing Low Income, Support - Support • Federal Safety
HCF S&L, and RHC RBOCs, GTE, RBOCs, GTE, BCPM Total 1 - (Current Factor Support ! Total Federal HCF

.Receipts CCL PICC Payments Sprint Sprint Cost Support 1Cost) @ $50/$70 Support
VT
VT BA $ 20 $ 17 $ 4.0 $ 1.7 $ 4.0 $ 60 $ 1261 95% $ 11.2 . $ 172
VT .RURAL $ 99 $ 06 $ 99
vt Total $ 11.9 $ 1.7 $ 4.0 $ 2.3 $ 4.0 $ 6.0 $ 126.1 $ 11.2 $ 27.1

VI
VI RURAL $ 162 $ 162
VI Total '$ 16.2 $ $ $ $ $ $ $ $ 16.2

VA
VA BA $ $ 166 $ 398 $ 154 $ 41.0 $ 410 $ 721.2 94% $ 25.8 $ 668
VA GTE $ 3.3 $ 43.5 $ 5.5 $ 1.1 $ 47.9 $ 512 $ 1964 74% $ 7.0 $ 582
VA SPRINT $ 14 $ 85 $ 3.6 $ 1.7 $ 104 $ 118 $ 1721 93% $ 254 $ 372
VA RURAL $ 9.0 $ 30 $ 90
VA Total $ 13.7 $ 68.6 $ 48.9 $ 21.2 $ 99.3 $ 104.0 ,$ 1,089.7 $ 58.2 $ 171.2

WA
WA USW $ $ $ 281 , $ 10.6 $ 17.5 $ 17.5 $ 553.5 97% $ 9.9 $ 274
WA :GTE' $ 19 $ 26.8 $ 83 $ 37 $ 314 , '$ 33.3 $ 221.7 85% $ 9.0 $ 42.3
WA SPRINT $ 13 $ 24 $ 08 $ 04 $ 28 $ 4.1 $ 33.2 88% $ 38 $ 7.9
WA OTH NON-RURAL $ 230 $ 0.8 $ 230
WA RURAL $ 173 $ 18 $ 173
WA Total $ 43.5 $ 29.2 $ 37.2 $ 17.3 $ 51.7 $ 54.9 $ 808.4 $ 22.7 $ 117.9

WV
WV ,BA $ 2.2 $ 4.1 $ 97 $ 4.3 $ 95 $ 11.7 $ 354.5 97% $ 500 $ 617
WV [RURAL $ 190 $ 1.1 $ 19.0
WV Total $ 21.2 $ 4.1 $ 9.7 $ 5.4 $ 9.5 $ 11.7 $ 354.5 $ 50.0 $ 80.7

I
WI

lAMWI :$ $ 83 $ 18.7 $ 94 $ 17.6 :$ 17.6 $ 472.1 96%: $ 3.3 I $ 20.9
WI iGTE '$ 13.7. $ 23'$

, - t

93%: $05 $ 4.8 $ 162 $ 16.7 ' $ 223.8 344 $ 51.1
WI :RURAL $ 51.0 $ 41

,
$ 51.0

t

WI 'Total $ 51.5 $ 22.0 $ 23.5 $ 15.8 $ 33.8 .$ 34.3 : '$ 695.9 $ 37.7 $ 123.0
t

WY '" I
WY :USW $ 3.3 $ $ 28 $ 1.3 $ 1.5 $ 4.8 $ 78.6 94% $ 3.3 $ 81
WY iSPRINT $ 14 $ 03 $ 0.1 $ 04 $ 18 $ 42 57% $ 0.2 $ 2.0
WY [RURAL $ 166 $ 02 $ 166
WY !Total $ 21.3 $ 0.3 $ 2.9 $ 1.5 $ 1.9 $ 6.6 $ 82.8 ,$ 3.5 $ 26.7! .

iGrand Total $ 1,7167 ,X $ 1,495.7 $ 1.7392 $ 879.7 $ 2,4625 $ 2,6764 x $ 40,689.7 $ 1,529.5 x $ 5,700.5

05-29-98
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BellSouth Universal Service High Cost Fund Proposal

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10)

Current HCF, Implicit Total Current
Existing low Income, Support • Support • Federal Safety

HCF S&l, and RHC RBOCs, GTE, RBOCs, GTE, BCPM Total 1 • (Current Factor Support Total Federal HCF
Receipts CCl PICC Payments Sprint Sprint Cost Support / Cost) @ $50/$70 Support

AM $ $ 76.1 $ 172.0 $ 96.1 $ 1520 $ 1520 $ 4,311.6 $ 717 $ 2237
BA $ 53 $ 1988 $ 477.4 $ 1937 $ 4825 $ 4878 $ 8,199.8 $ 165.7 $ 653.5

BS $ 385 $ 428.2 $ 277.5 $ 1138 $ 5919 $ 6304 $ 6,097.4 $ 2072 $ 837.6
CB $ $ 62 $ 103 $ 70 $ 95 $ 9.5 $ 3202 $ 9.5 $ 16.6
SNET $ $ 125 $ 24.9 $ 11 7 $ 257 $ 25.7 $ 453.3 $ 1.4 $ 27.1
SBC $ 52 $ 199 $ 334.4 $ 1435 $ 210.8 $ 2160 $ 7,6242 $ 2016 $ 4176
USW $ 172 $ $ 1859 $ 73.2 $ 1127 $ 129.9 $ 3,987.4 $ 1539 $ 283.8

SUBTOTAL $ 662. $ 7417 $ 1,482.4 $ 6390 $ 1,585.1 $ 1,651.3 $ 30,9939 $ 811.0 $ 2,4599

RBOC $ 66.2 $ 741.7 $ 1,482.4 $ 6390 $ 1,585.1 $ 1,651.3 , $ 30,993.9 $ 8110 # $ 2,4599

GTE $ 995 $ 5910 $ 186.0 $ 963 $ 679.9 $ 778.1 $ 6,124.6 $ 4939 $ 1,2733

SPRINT $ 49.5 i $ 1630 $ 708 $ 363 $ 1975 $ 247.0 $ 2,281.3 $ 1461 $ 3931

OTH NON·RURAl $ 1938 $ 10.9 $ 1,2899 $ 785 $ 2665
:RURAl $ 1,307.7 $ 972 $ 1,307.7
Total $ 1,716.7 'x $ 1,495.7 $ 1,7392 $ 8797 $ 2,462.5 x $ 2,676.4 x $ 40.6897 $ 1.5295 x $ 5,7005

$ 3.234.9 <. Total CLL & PICC

90f9



CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
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